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Type of Proposal: NSF Collaborative for
Excellence in Teacher Preparation Program.

Type of Meetings: Closed.
Purpose of Meetings: to provide advice and

recommendations concerning proposals
submitted to NSF for financial support.

Agenda: To review and evaluate proposals
submitted to the Division of Undergraduate
Education as part of the selection process for
awards.

Reason for Closing: The proposals being
reviewed include information of a
proprietary or confidential nature, including
technical information; financial data, such as
salaries, and personal information
concerning individuals associated with the
proposals. These matters are exempt under 5
U.S.C. 552b(c) (4) and (6) of the Government
in the Sunshine Act.

Dated: September 5, 1997.
M. Rebecca Winkler,
Committee Management Office.
[FR Doc. 97–24126 Filed 9–10–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7555–01–M

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

Documents Containing Reporting or
Recordkeeping Requirements: Office
of Management and Budget (OMB)
Review

AGENCY: Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (NRC).
ACTION: Notice of the OMB review of
information collection and solicitation
of public comment.

SUMMARY: The NRC has recently
submitted to OMB for review the
following proposal for collection of
information under the provisions of the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. Chapter 35).

1. Type of submission, new, revision,
or extension: Revision.

2. The title of the information
collection: Proposed Rule, 10 CFR part
50, Financial Assurance Requirements
for Decommissioning Nuclear Power
Reactors.

3. The form number if applicable: Not
applicable.

4. How often is the collection
required: The initial report is to be
submitted within 9 months after the
effective date of this rule, and then at
least once every 2 years. Any licensee
that is within 5 years of the projected
end of operation would be required to
report annually.

5. Who will be required or asked to
report: Part 50 licensees.

6. An estimate of the number of
responses: About 100 responses within
9 months of the rule’s effective date,
then 100 responses every 2 years, or an
average of 50 per year.

7. The estimated number of annual
respondents: About 100 the first year,
then approximately 50 licensees per
year.

8. An estimate of the total number of
hours needed annually to complete the
requirement or request: 800 the first
year and 400 each year thereafter (8
hours per respondent).

9. An indication of whether Section
3507(d), Pub. L. 104–13 applies:
Applicable.

10. Abstract: Potential deregulation of
the power generating industry has
created uncertainty with respect to
whether current NRC regulations
concerning decommissioning funds and
the financial mechanisms will require a
modification to account for utility
reorganizations not contemplated when
current financial assurance
requirements were promulgated.
Therefore, the NRC is proposing to
require power reactor licensees to
periodically report on the status of their
decommissioning funds. This
mandatory requirement will ensure that
sufficient funds will be set aside for
decommissioning.

The NRC is planning to issue a
Regulatory Guide relative to this
proposed rule in which the Financial
Accounting Standards Board (FASB)
draft standard No. 158–B, ‘‘Accounting
for Certain Liabilities Related to Closure
or Removal of Long-Lived Assets,’’ will
be endorsed for the reporting
requirements of the proposed rule.

Submit, by October 14, 1997,
comments that address the following
questions:

1. Is the proposed collection of
information necessary for the NRC to
properly perform its functions? Does the
information have practical utility?

2. Is the burden estimate accurate?
3. Is there a way to enhance the

quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected?

4. How can the burden of information
collection be minimized, including the
use of automated collection techniques
or other forms of information
technology?

A copy of the submittal may be
viewed free of charge at the NRC Public
Document Room, 2120 L Street NW,
(lower level), Washington, DC. The
proposed rule indicated in ‘‘The title of
the information collection’’ is or has
been published in the Federal Register
within several days of the publication
date of this Federal Register Notice.
Instructions for accessing the electronic
OMB clearance package for the
rulemaking have been appended to the
electronic rulemaking. Members of the
public may access the OMB clearance
package by following the directions for

electronic access provided in the
preamble to the titled rulemaking.

Comments and questions should be
directed to the OMB reviewer by
October 14, 1997: Norma Gonzales,
Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs (3150–0011), NEOB–10202,
Office of Management and Budget,
Washington, DC 20503.

Comments can also be submitted by
telephone at (202) 395–3084.

The NRC Clearance Officer is Brenda
Jo. Shelton, (301) 415–7233.

Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 4th day
of September, 1997.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Arnold E. Levin,
Acting Designated Senior Official for
Information Resources Management.
[FR Doc. 97–24141 Filed 9–10–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

NUCLEAR REGULATORY
COMMISSION

[Docket No. 50–390]

Tennessee Valley Authority Watts Bar
Nuclear Plant, UNIT 1; Environmental
Assessment and Finding of No
Significant Impact

The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission (the Commission or NRC)
is considering issuance of an
amendment to Facility Operating
License No. NPF–90, issued to
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA), for
operation of the Watts Bar Nuclear
Plant, Unit 1 (WBN), located in Rhea
County, Tennessee.

Environmental Assessment

Identification of the Proposed Action

TVA has requested a change to the
current WBN Technical Specifications
(TSs) to provide for insertion of four
lead test assemblies (LTAs) containing
32 tritium producing burnable absorber
rods (TPBARs) into the WBN reactor
during Fuel Cycle 2. After a single cycle
of operation the TPBARs will be
removed from the reactor and stored in
the spent fuel pool. Then the TPBARs
will be placed in shipping casks and
transported off-site under Department of
Energy (DOE) control.

The Need for the Proposed Action

As discussed in the NRC staff report,
NUREG–1607, ‘‘Safety Evaluation
Report related to the Department of
Energy’s proposal for the irradiation of
lead test assemblies containing tritium-
producing burnable absorber rods in
commercial light-water reactors,’’ May
1997, DOE is responsible for
establishing the capability to produce
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tritium, an essential material used in
U.S. nuclear weapons, by the end of
2005, in accordance with a Presidential
decision directive. Tritium is an isotope
of hydrogen that decays at a rate of
approximately 5 percent per year (a
12.3-year half-life). The United States
has not produced tritium for use in
nuclear weapons since 1988, when DOE
closed its production facility at
Savannah River. Resumption of tritium
production for weapons will be
essential for maintaining the U.S.
nuclear weapons stockpile and the U.S.
nuclear deterrent. DOE has selected a
dual-path strategy to meet its schedule,
one of which proposes to produce
tritium in commercial light water
reactors (CLWRs), either through
acquisition of reactor(s) under
Government ownership or by
contracting for target irradiation services
at a plant under private ownership.

DOE has developed a design for
burnable poison rods using lithium,
rather than the boron which is currently
used in reactor fuel assemblies. As a
result of irradiation by neutrons in the
rector core, some of the lithium in the
target rods would be converted to
tritium. The irradiated burnable poison
rods can then be removed from the fuel
assemblies and shipped to another
location for tritium extraction. The first
phase of the tritium program involving
CLWRs is a lead test assembly (LTA)
demonstration. LTA irradiation would
serve as a confirmatory test of the design
for TPBARs that DOE has developed
over the past 10 years. For this purpose,
DOE has selected TVA as a host utility
to perform LTA irradiation.
Accordingly, TVA proposes to insert
four LTAs into the WBN reactor during
Fuel Cycle 2 to provide irradiation
services to support DOE investigations
into the feasibility of using commercial
light water reactors to maintain the
nation’s inventory of tritium. The
proposed action is in accordance with
TVA’s application for amendment dated
April 30, 1997, as supplemented by
letters dated June 18, July 21 (3 letters),
and August 7 and 21, 1997.

Alternatives to the Proposed Action
As stated in the NRC staff report,

NUREG–1607, the second phase of
DOE’s tritium production program that
would involve CLWRs and require NRC
review would be DOE’s submittal of a
topical report for production irradiation
in mid-1998. The staff plans to initiate
review of that report concurrently with
the irradiation of the LTAs and
anticipates that it will document its
review in a safety evaluation report to
be issued in early 1999. DOE has stated
that, because the primary purpose of the

LTA demonstration is to build
confidence among prospective
licensees, completion of the LTA
demonstration is not an essential
precursor to submittal of the topical
report. The NRC staff could initiate
review of the production topical report
independent of the LTA demonstration.
However, the staff may need
information from the LTA
demonstration before it can complete its
review of the production topical report.

No Action Taken

The principal alternative would be to
take no action to approve the LTA
program in the WBN during Fuel Cycle
2. That alternative would avoid any
environmental impacts which may be
associated with this action, but as
indicated herein, there are no significant
environmental impacts associated with
this action. Denial of this proposed
action would have the result that further
CLWR tritium production activities,
including any NRC staff review of
subsequent proposals for production of
tritium in a CLWR, would then be made
without the benefit of the results of the
LTA program. This could result in
additional uncertainties affecting DOE’s
choice of alternatives in the tritium
production program, as well as the NRC
staff’s review, and is not considered a
desirable option.

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed
Action

Radiological Impact

The WBN has waste treatment
systems designed to collect and process
waste that may contain radioactive
material. The radioactive waste
treatment systems were evaluated in the
WBN Final Environmental Statement
(FES) and its supplement. Results are
reported in Tables 5.2 and 5.3 of
NUREG–0498, Supplement 1, April
1995. The proposed amendment will
not involve any change in the
radioactive waste treatment systems or
flowrates described in the FES and its
supplement.

Tritium produces less dose per unit of
radioactivity taken into the human body
than many other nuclides because
tritium (a) decays by the emission of a
low-energy beta radiation, (b) passes
through the human body in a short
period of time, and (c) does not
concentrate in a single organ.
Furthermore, tritium in liquid effluents
from Watts Bar is diluted to a relative
low concentration before it reaches even
the most highly exposed member of the
public; i.e. the release of the entire 214
Ci (7.93 TBq) in a year’s cooling water
would produce an average

concentration of only about 0.24 pCi/gm
(8.9 Bq/kg) in the receiving water.
Consequently, the maximum annual
dose to a member of the public would
be less than 0.02 mrem (0.2 micro-
Sievert). This dose is less than 1 percent
of the NRC criterion for liquid effluents
and only about 0.007 percent of the
average annual dose resulting from
naturally occurring radionuclides.

The tritium would be further diluted
before it reached the substantial number
of people (about 216,000) residing in
population centers downstream of Watts
Bar so the resulting individual doses
would be small, averaging about 0.4
micro-rem (4 nano-Sievert). The
resulting population dose would be less
than 0.09 person-rem (person-cSv).

A portion of the tritium might be
released to the atmosphere. The amount
would depend on plant conditions and
the manner in which it is operated. If
the entire 214 Ci (7.93 TBq) were
released to the atmosphere, individuals
could be exposed via a variety of
pathways. These pathways include
inhalation and skin absorption, as well
as the consumption of meat, vegetables
and milk. The total dose by all pathways
to the most highly exposed member of
the public is calculated to be less than
0.05 mrem (0.50 micro-Sievert). This is
less than 1 percent of the NRC criterion
for airborne effluents and less than 0.02
percent of the average person’s annual
dose resulting from naturally occurring
radionuclides.

Tritium in the atmosphere also could
reach the more highly populated areas
in the vicinity of Watts Bar, but the
airborne tritium would be diluted even
more than would water-borne tritium.
Thus the population dose would be
smaller from a release to the atmosphere
than from a release to the river.

It is concluded that the releases from
Watts Bar, and the resulting off-site
doses, will not be significantly affected
by releases of tritium from the TPBPRs.

The proposed amendment is not
expected to significantly affect the doses
to the workers in the fuel storage area.
The TPBARs are designed to have
minimal effect on plant operations,
including refueling operations. Since
the unirradiated TPBARs are essentially
not radioactive, they will produce no
increase in exposure, occupational or
non-occupational. After irradiation, the
TPBARs are expected to contain some
370,000 Ci (13.7 PBq) of tritium (3H).
This is far more tritium, but far less
radioactivity, than that produced by the
reactor core. The tritium does not pose
a particular threat because (1) tritium
emits only a low-energy (Emax= 18.6
keV) beta and (2) the tritium is bound
in the TPBARs. Some of the tritium beta
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energy is converted into x-rays
(bremsstrahlung) but 370,000 Ci of
tritium produces less photon energy
than is produced by 1 Ci (37 GBq) of 137

Cs and the 137 Cs radiation is much more
penetrating. The spent fuel removed for
refueling contains about a million curies
of 137 Cs and many other nuclides. Thus,
the effect of tritium as a source of
external radiation in the reactor
environment is negligible.

The TPBARs are designed to
minimize the leakage of tritium and
DOE experience indicates that leakage
will be less than 6.7 Ci (0.248 TBq) per
rod annually. If all 32 of the TPBARs
were to leak at this rate, the annual
tritium release to the reactor coolant
would be less than 214 Ci (7.93 TBq).
This quantity is consistent with the
nominal amounts of tritium expected in
pressurized water reactor (PWR) coolant
systems. The NRC licensing calculation,
the GALE code, predicts about 250 Ci
(9.25 TBq) of tritium in the reactor
coolant and tritium releases to the
environment from large PWRs are
averaging over 600 Ci (22.2 TBq) per
year per reactor and ranging as high as
4,000 Ci (148 TBq) per year without
exceeding regulatory limits. Thus, the
TPBARs might produce an observable
but not dramatic increase in the tritium
concentration in the spent fuel pool.
Increasing the tritium in the spent fuel
pool could increase occupational
exposure but, since tritium exposure is
not an important contributor to
occupational exposure (according to
NRC data summarized in NUREG–0713,
‘‘Occupational Radiation Exposure at
Commercial Nuclear Power Reactors
and Other Facilities, 1995’’, January
1997), the increase would be expected
to be negligible. This is consistent with
the results reported in the DOE report.

The staff concludes that the TPBARs
could cause some increase in
occupational radiation exposure.
However, this increase would be
negligible and would not constitute a
safety, or an ‘‘as low as is reasonably
achievable’’ (ALARA) concern.

Based on the above, the staff
concludes that there are no significant
radiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposal.

Non-Radiological Impact
The proposal does not affect non-

radiological plant effluents and no
changes to the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit are needed. The proposal does
not result in any significant changes to
land use or water use, or result in any
significant changes to the quantity or
quality of effluents and no effects on
endangered or threatened species or on

their habitat are expected. Therefore, no
changes or different types of non-
radiological environmental impacts are
expected as a result of the amendment.

Accident Considerations
In its application, TVA evaluated the

possible consequences of postulated
accidents and described the means for
mitigating these consequences should
they occur. This evaluation included the
effects of a TPBAR on postulated
accidents, including a TPBAR assembly
dropped during refueling, radiological
consequences of release of reactor
coolant (steam generator tube rupture or
steamline break), and TPBAR damage
and radiological consequences during a
design-basis loss-of-coolant accident
(LOCA). On the basis of its analysis,
TVA concluded that the effect of the
TPBAR on accident consequences
would be small and that the calculated
consequences are within regulatory
requirements and staff guideline dose
values.

As TVA has reported in its
application and the staff has previously
evaluated in NUREG–1607, there are
increases in the potential radiological
consequences resulting from a design
basis LOCA; and the LOCA is the most
limiting accident with regard to TPBAR
failure. The DOE report states that the
effect of TPBARs and the additional
tritium on the combustible gas
inventory following a LOCA is
negligible. In addition, the maximum
stored inventory of tritium in TPBAR
LTAs is a very small fraction of the
hydrogen that would be released from a
zirconium-water reaction.
Consequently, TPBARs would have no
significant contribution to combustible
gas in a LOCA. The tritium released to
the coolant would not be released as a
gas and, therefore, would not produce
an increase in hydrogen concentration.
The resulting dose at the exclusion area
boundary would be about 0.3 mrem (3
µSv). The potential increase in the
offsite radiological consequence as a
result of accidents has been determined
to be negligible. The environmental
impacts of any credible accidents are
found not to be significant.

Summary
The Commission has completed its

evaluation of the proposed action. The
change will not significantly increase
the probability or consequences of
accidents, no changes are being made in
the types and no significant increases
are being made in the amounts of any
effluents that may be released offsite,
and there is no significant increase in
the allowable individual offsite dose or
cumulative occupational radiation

exposure. Accordingly, the Commission
concludes that there are no significant
radiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

With regard to potential
nonradiological impacts, the proposed
action involves features located entirely
within the restricted area as defined in
10 CFR Part 20. It does not affect
nonradiological plant effluents and has
no other environmental impact.
Accordingly, the Commission concludes
that there are no significant
nonradiological environmental impacts
associated with the proposed action.

Alternative Use of Resources
This action does not involve the use

of any resources not previously
considered in the FES for WBN Units 1
and 2, dated April 1995.

Agencies and Persons Consulted
In accordance with its stated policy,

on August 20, 1997 the staff consulted
with the Tennessee State official, Mr.
Eddy Nanney, of the Division of
Radiological Health, regarding the
environmental impact of the proposed
action. The State official indicated that
TVA and NRC should consider very
carefully anything designed and
fabricated by DOE that is to be put into
the Watts Bar reactor. As stated herein,
the NRC staff does believe that its
review carefully considers the impacts
of inserting the LTAs containing the
TPBARs into Watts Bar during Fuel
Cycle 2.

Finding of No Significant Impact
The staff has reviewed the proposed

lead test assembly program at WBN
relative to the requirements set forth in
10 CFR Part 51. Based upon its
environmental assessment, the staff has
concluded that there are no significant
radiological or non-radiological impacts
associated with the proposed action and
that the proposed license amendment
will not have a significant effect on the
quality of the human environment.
Therefore, the Commission has
determined, pursuant to 10 CFR 51.31,
not to prepare an environmental impact
statement for the proposed amendment.

For further details with respect to the
proposed action, see the licensee’s letter
dated April 30, 1997, as supplemented
by letters dated June 18, July 21 (3
letters), August 7 and 21, 1997, which
are available for public inspection at the
Commission’s Public Document Room,
The Gelman Building, 2120 L Street,
NW., Washington, DC, and at the local
public document room located at the
Chattanooga-Hamilton County Library,
1001 Broad Street, Chattanooga,
Tennessee.
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Dated at Rockville, Maryland, this 8th day
of September 1997.

For the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.
Frederick J. Hebdon,
Director, Project Directorate II–3, Division of
Reactor Projects—I/II.
[FR Doc. 97–24219 Filed 9–10–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7590–01–P

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION

Postal Facility Visit

AGENCY: Postal Rate Commission.
ACTION: Notice of postal facility visit.

Authority: 39 U.S.C. 404(b), 3603, 3622–
3624, 3661, 3662.

SUMMARY: Arrangements have been
made for members of the Commission
and certain staff members to visit the
United States Postal Service’s
Brentwood mail processing and
distribution center in northeast
Washington, DC. The purpose is to
increase familiarity with Postal Service
mail operations. Information obtained
during the visit will assist
Commissioners and staff in the
execution of their duties.
DATES: The tour is scheduled for
Thursday, September 11, 1997, at 6 p.m.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Stephen L. Sharfman, General Counsel,
(202)–789–6820.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: A report
of the visit will be filed in the
Commission’s docket room.

Dated: September 8, 1997.
Margaret P. Crenshaw,
Secretary.
[FR Doc. 97–24125 Filed 9–10–97; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 7715–01–M

SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE
COMMISSION

Proposed Collection; Comment
Request

Upon written request, copies available
from: Securities and Exchange
Commission, Office of Filings and,
Information Services, Washington, DC
20549.

Extension:
Rule 10b–10, SEC File No. 270–389,

OMB Control No. 3235–0444
Rule 11Ac1–3, SEC File No. 270–382,

OMB Control No. 3235–0435
Rule 15c2–12, SEC File No. 270–330,

OMB Control No. 3235–0472
Notice is hereby given that pursuant

to the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995
(44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), the Securities

and Exchange Commission
(‘‘Commission’’) is soliciting comments
on the collections of information
summarized below. The Commission
plans to submit these existing
collections of information to the Office
of Management and Budget for
extension and approval.

Rule 10b–10, Confirmation of
Transactions, applies to all securities
transactions, other than transactions in
municipal securities or U.S. savings
bonds, it would potentially apply to all
of the approximately 5,400 firms
registered with the Securities and
Exchange Commission that effect
transactions on behalf of customers.

Rule 10b–10 requires broker-dealers
convey to customers basic trade
information regarding their securities
transactions. This information includes
the date and time of the transaction; the
identity and number of shares bought or
sold; and the trading capacity of the
broker-dealer. Depending on the trading
capacity of the broker-dealer, the rule
requires the disclosure of commissions
and, under specified circumstances,
mark-up and mark-down information.
For transactions in debt securities, the
rule requires the disclosure of
redemption and yield information.

The confirmation process is
automated, and it takes about one
minute to generate and send a
confirmation. The cost per confirmation
generally stays the same. Per year, it is
estimated that broker-dealers spend 10.8
million hours complying with Rule
10b–10.

It is important to note, however, that
the confirmation is a customary
document used by the industry. The
staff estimates the costs of producing
and sending a confirmation to be
approximately 89 cents, although the
amount of confirmations sent and the
cost of sending each confirmation will
vary from firm to firm. Smaller firms
will send fewer confirmations because
they will have fewer transactions. As a
result, the total cost to the industry is
approximately $578 million per year
(650 million confirmations at 89 cents
per confirmation).

Rule 11Ac1–3, Customer Account
Statements, requires disclosure on each
new account and on a yearly basis
thereafter, on the annual statement, the
firm’s policies regarding receipt of
payment for order flow from any market
makers, exchanges or exchange
members to which it routes customers’
order in the national market system
securities for execution; and
information regarding the aggregate
amount of monetary payments,
discounts, rebates or reduction in fees
received by the firm over the past year.

It is estimated that there are 5,308
registered broker-dealers with customer
accounts. The staff estimates that the
average number of hours necessary for
each broker-dealer to comply with the
Rule 11Ac1–3 is fourteen hours
annually. Thus, the total burden is
74,312 hours annually. The average cost
per hour is approximately $40.
Therefore, the total cost of compliance
for broker-dealers is $297,248.

Rule 15c2–12, Municipal Securities
Disclosure, requires underwriters of
municipal securities: (1) to obtain and
review a copy of an official statement
deemed final by an issuer of the
securities, except for the omission of
specified information; (2) in non-
competitively bid offerings, to make
available, upon request, the most recent
preliminary official statement, if any; (3)
to contract with the issuer of the
securities, or its agent, to receive, within
specified time periods, sufficient copies
of the issuer’s final official statement to
comply both with this rule and any
rules of the Municipal Securities
Rulemaking Board; (4) to provide, for a
specified period of time, copies of the
final official statement to any potential
customer upon request; (5) before
purchasing or selling municipal
securities in connection with an
offering, to reasonably determine that
the issuer or other specified person has
undertaken, in a written agreement or
contract, for the benefit of holders of
such municipal securities, to provide
certain information about the issue or
issuer on a continuing basis to a
nationally recognized municipal
securities information repository; and
(6) to review the information the issuer
of the municipal security has
undertaken to provide prior to
recommending a transaction in the
municipal security.

These disclosure and recordkeeping
requirements will ensure that investors
have adequate access to official
disclosure documents that contain
details about the value and risks of
particular municipal securities at the
time of issuance while the existence of
compulsory repositories will ensure that
investors have continued access to
terms and provisions relating to certain
static features of those municipal
securities. The provisions of Rule 15c2–
12 regarding an issuer’s continuing
disclosure requirements assist investors
by ensuring that information about an
issue or issuer remains available after
the issuance.

Municipal offerings of less than $1
million are exempt from the rule, as are
offerings of municipal securities issued
in large denominations that are sold to
no more than 35 sophisticated investors,
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